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Box I Observations where certain claims were found unsearchable (Continuation of item 1 of first sheet) 



This international searchreporthas not been established inrespect of certain claims under Article 1 7(2)(a) for the following reasons : 
Claims Nos.: 

because they relate to subject matter not required to be searched by this Authority, namely: 



1. Q^j Claims Nos. 



2. [x~l claims nos.: 1-21,22-25 parf Of, 26 

because they relate to parts of the international application, that do not comply with the prescribed requirements to such 
an extent that no meaningful international search can be earned out, specifically: 

See supplemental Sheet PCT/ISA/210 



3. I | Claims Nos.: 

I — I because they are dependent claims and are not drafted in accordance with the second and third sentences of Rule 6 .4(a). 



Box II Observations where unity of invention is lacking (Continuation of item 2 of first sheet) 



This International Searching Authority found multiple inventions in this international application, as follows: 



1.. | I As all required additional search fees were timely paid by the applicant, this international search report covers all 

— searchable claims . 

2 I 1 As all searchable claims could be searched without effort justifying an additional fee, this Authority did not invite payment 

— of any additional fee. 

3 . I I as only some of the required additional search fees were timely paid by the applicant, this international search report 

I — ' covers only those claims for which fees were paid, specifically claims Nos. : 



4 I — I No required additional search fees were timely paid by the applicant Consequently, this international search report is 
I — I restricted to the invention first mentioned in the claims; it is covered by claims Nos.: 



Remark on Protes t | | The additional search fees were accompanied by the applicant 5 s protest 

f 1 No protest accompanied the payment of additional search fees. 
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Box 11.2 

Claims 1-21,22-25 in part, 26 

No search has been carried out with respect to claims 1 to 21 and 22 to 25 in part and 26 
for the following reasons: 

1 . The current claims 1 to 21 and 22 to 25 in part and 26 concern the use of a polymer 
composition defined by reference to a desirable feature or property, namely the 
improvement of at least one mechanical property of said composition. 

The expression "improve the mechanical properties" is vague and does not indicate how 
the property should be improved. In certain cases, the value of the mechanical property 
may increase or decrease whilst still representing an improvement for the cuiTent 
application. Consequently, the term "improve" in claims 1 to 21, 22 to 25 in part and 26 
is vague and ambiguous and refers to a property "modification". 

2. The current claims 1 to 21 and 22 to 25 in part and 26 concern the use of a polymer 
composition defined by means of the following parameters: mechanical behaviour at high 
and low speed, modulus of elasticity, break elongation, operating temperature range, 
softening temperature, resiliency during falling weight tests and mechanical behaviour 
over a period of time. The use of these parameters is considered in the present context to 
result in a lack of clarity (PCT Article 6). 

For example, since the claims do not mention any standard method concerning 
mechanical behaviour over a period of time or mechanical behaviour at high and low 
speed, it is not clear for which specific property protection is sought. It is therefore 
impossible to compare the parameters which the applicant chose to use with those 
indicated in the prior art. The resultant lack of clarity is such that it is not possible to 
carry out a full meaningful search. 

3. Furthermore, claims 1 to 21 and 22 to 25 in part and 26 are not supported by the 
description, as required under PCT Article 6, since the scope of the claims goes beyond 
that justified by the description and the drawings. The reasons are as follows: 

The examples (pages 12 to 19) describe merely polymer compositions comprising 
propylene-based polymers and the applicant also asserts in the description that the 
improvement in the mechanical properties is obtained as a result of careful selection of 
unmodified polypropylene and grafted polypropylene (see page 2, lines 1 8 to 30). 

This inconsistency between the claims and the description leads to doubts as to the 
subject matter for which protection is sought, and therefore the claims are unclear (PCT 
Article 6). 
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In the present case the claims lack support and the application lacks disclosure to such an 
extent that it does not appear possible to carry out a meaningful search covering the entire 
range of protection sought. 

4. Regardless of the above, the claims also lack clarity. The claims attempt to define the 
subject matter in terms of the result which is to be achieved, but in so doing merely state 
the problem to be solved, without specifying the technical features necessary for 
achieving that result. 

In addition, the definitions of the unmodified polyolefins are not clear, since the 
expression "unmodified" does not exclude grafting on the same polyolefin. 
Consequently, the two components (unmodified polyolefin and grafted polyolefin) could 
be the same polymer according to definitions in the current claims. 

The same could be applied to claims relating to the preparation method (claims 22 to 25), 
which indicate the main problem to be solved by the invention without specifying the 
technical features necessary for achieving that result. Consequently, the only part of 
claims 22 to 25 that is clear with respect to the examples in the description and which has 
thus been searched is that relating to the addition of the polyolefins for preparing the 
compositions according to the examples, i.e. the part claiming a "method for preparing a 
polyolefin composition, said method involving the addition of the polyolefin P2 or PI to 
the pre-existing composition (CI or C2)". 

5. In its initial stages, the search yielded a very large number of documents prejudicial to 
novelty. This number is so large that it becomes impossible to identify anything in the 
claims as a whole for which protection might justifiably be sought (PCT Article 6). 

6. Once again this lack of clarity is such that in the present case it does not appear 
possible to carry out a meaningful search covering the full range of the claims. 

The search was therefore directed to the parts of the claims and of the description, the 
subject matter of which appears to be clear, supported and adequately disclosed, namely 
the parts relating to claims 22 to 25 in part referring to the examples (pages 12 to 19) and 
the properties (page 8, where improvement clearly means an increase). 

The applicant is advised that claims or parts of claims relating to inventions in respect of 
which no international search report has been established cannot normally be the subject 
of an international preliminary examination (PCT Rule 66.1(e)). In its capacity as 
International Preliminary Examining Authority the EPO generally will not carry out a 
preliminary examination for subjects that have not been searched. This also applies to 
cases where the claims were amended after receipt of the international search report (PCT 
Article 19) or where the applicant submits new claims in the course of the procedure 
under PCT Chapter II. After entry into the regional phase before the EPO, however, an 
additional search can be carried out in the course of the examination (cf. EPO Guidelines, 
C-VI, 8.5) if the defects that led to the declaration under PCT Article 17(2) have been 
remedied. 
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